The portion of the introduction to Galef (1995) to which Laland (1996) objects in his commentary was concerned not, as Laland suggests, with the entire field of formal modelling of social learning, but with two specific models of social learning in animals, one proposed by Rogers (1988) , the other by Boyd & Richerson (1988 It is true that the models cited [Boyd & Richerson 1988] are presented as if each individual irreversibly adopts a single behavior during its lifetime. However, this is not a mathematical convenience . . . but a rhetorical choice. The models can apply to situations like food preferences by reinterpreting the time scale-the evolutionary step becomes a day or week rather than a generation. All the same results hold, the only thing that changes is the rate at which things happen. Richerson and I made this point in Chapter 3 of our book and even there it is not emphasized. However, in most of our papers we have left the idea unstated, and in doing so we have misled Galef into thinking that our models require that In the second part of his commentary, Laland turns to discussion of the concept of adaptation as it applies to social learning. It is here that he and I may still have some disagreement. Given Laland's vigorous refutation of my alleged assertion that those involved in constructing mathematical models of social learning in animals sometimes seem to believe that socially learned behaviours will be maintained in the absence of differential reward, I was surprised to find that the point of all three of Laland's discussions of the term 'adaptive' was to identify ways in which 'not adaptive' or 'maladaptive' socially learned behaviours might persist in animals. For example, Laland's first discussion of the term adaptive contains the hypothesis that 'within some range, arbitrary, or nearly arbitrary, socially transmitted traits may persist' (page 639).
